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The present study tries to find out how often teachers in Istanbul employ the 
methods, techniques, materials, contents and assessment instruments that are 
preferred within the scope of differentiated instruction, as well as the variables that 
influence their choices. The results of the research indicate that teachers more 
frequently use specific practices addressing to individual differences rather than a 
certain method/technique. While arranging content, teachers primarily consider 
their own knowledge and interest. They prefer mostly classics assessment 
instruments rather than student-centered ones and while grading, consider the 
efforts and in-class participation of students rather than exam results. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The receipt of education is one of the fundamental rights of all citizens under Turkish 
Constitutional Law (Anayasa, 2012). Though the provision of education is granted to 
people all over country in accordance with this right, it is not the same for every student 
in terms of quality. Tens of thousands of students receive “zero” points in national 
exams (MEB, 2011), there are school-based and regional differences in PISA exam 
results (Berberoglu & Kalender, 2005), and there remains the existence of students who 
cannot read and write though they proceed to upper grades (Genelge, 2009). These are 
only some of the indicators of the inequality in education. One of the most important 
reasons for this situation is the educational approach which does not take human beings 
as its center and assumes that all students are similar. 

One of the approaches that can solve the above mentioned problems is differentiated 
instruction (DI) which takes into consideration individual differences. To Gregory and 
Chapman (2002), DI is the philosophy that allows teachers to make plans to meet the 
individual differences of students. Plans taking into consideration individual differences 
provide various ways for students to discover the content of the curricula, and support 
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them by enabling them to make choices to prove that they have learnt (Tomlinson, 
1999). Thus, the needs of all students are met individually (Gregory & Chapman, 2002). 

The basis of DI is theoretically supported by many different fields (Subban, 2006). The 
first field is social constructivism which regards learning as a social phenomenon and 
expresses the view that the best learning takes place in environments where there is 
intense teacher-student and student-student interaction, it presents the right of selection 
to the students, and claims that students should be responsible for their own learning 
(Del rTo & A'lvarez, 2007). Dl has theoretical support from the zone of proximal 
development coined by Vygotsky within the frame of social constructivism. Since each 
individual has both different background knowledge and guidance levels, that are 
necessary for his/her zone of proximal development, the teacher is supposed to plan 
his/her instruction in accordance with the needs of the students (Akinoglu & Tandogan, 
2007; Pritchard &Woollard, 2010; Akinoglu, 2013). 

The other theory constituting the basis of DI is brain based learning (BBL). BBL, just 
like social constructivism, supports cooperation in learning. The brain is social and likes 
to learn from and with others (Erlaur, 2003). Cooperation also supports the learning of 
students with low and medium level abilities (Jensen, 2005). According to BBL, 
students have a higher level of motivation and lower levels of stress when they have the 
opportunity to select what they learn and control their learning. The course becomes 
more enjoyable for students when they make their own selections. In this way, students 
adopt the activities conducted more (Erlaur, 2003; Jensen, 2005). 

Other theory contributing to DI is the multiple intelligence (MI) theory that place an 
emphasis on individual difference (Turville at al., 2010). According to the MI theory, 
there are nine different areas of intelligence (Gardner, 2000) with different rates of 
distribution in the class (Demiray, 2010). Teachers should not only provide students 
with alternatives whereby they can learn subjects by different means and make choices 
by themselves, but also they should differentiate between means of assessment 
according to individual differences (Gardner, 2000, 2008). 

DI is an approach the effect of which has been proved through many studies and 
activities. Programs prepared that take into consideration “average” students do not 
meet the individual needs and preferences of the students. Such programs solely bring 
success to a specific group of students. Two thirds of students do not receive education 
in accordance with their learning styles (Bremmer, 2008). DI approximates the learning 
of disadvantaged groups to that of “superior” groups (Beecher & Sweeny, 2008; 
McQuarrie & McRae, 2010), and it supports highly gifted students and improves their 
achievement by means of instruction in compliance with their potential (Kondor, 2007; 
Tieso, 2005). Basically, it is possible to say that the approach improves the academic 
achievement of all groups (Allcock & Hulme, 2010; Avci et al., 2009; Beecher & 
Sweeny, 2008; Beler & Avci, 2011; Ellis et al., 2007; Flaherty & Hackler, 2010; 
McQuarrie & McRae, 2010; Tieso, 2005). DI provides students with learning and 
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assessment in compliance with their speeds, pre-knowledge, interests, learning styles 
and cognitive skills (Tomlinson & Inbeu, 2010). Thus, student motivation regarding 
learning increases in the first place (Avci et al., 2009; Beecher & Sweeny, 2008; Fener 
at al., 2010; Flaherty & Hackler, 2010; Kondor, 2007). 

In 2004, the Ministry of National Education started to develop curricula, one of the aims 
being to find a solution to the abovementioned problems and other similar problems. 
The primary school curriculum, the pre-school curriculum, and the secondary school 
curriculum were developed respectively. The main characteristic of these curricula is 
providing student-centered practices (MEB, 2005; Akmoglu, 2008). As explained 
above, DI is an approach that allows the simultaneous implementation of 
constructivism, BBL, MI, and learning styles in the educational environment. 
Therefore, it is possible to say that DI is a good way to apply current curricula. DI is not 
used in Turkey as a whole. There are many studies regarding the differentiation of 
education according to individual differences; such as MI and learning styles. In 
addition, authentic assessment approaches that support individual differences are also 
used as a requirement of the new primary education curriculum. On the whole, there is 
no information about how often these kinds of applications are used by teachers. The 
present study tries to find out how often teachers in Istanbul employ the methods, 
techniques, materials, contents and assessment and evaluation instruments that are 
preferred within the scope of DI, as well as the variables that influence their choices. 

METHOD 

Research Model 

In this study, a cross-sectional scanning method was employed to reveal the use 
frequency of instructional methods, content types, instructional materials, and 
assessment instruments by teachers (Karasar, 2009). “The survey for determining the 
usage frequency of DI practices” was used for data collection. 

Research Group 

The universe of the present study consists of teachers, from state and private schools 
within the provincial borders of Istanbul, at primary and secondary education levels 
where formal education is provided. In the present study, 592 teachers were 
interviewed. Teachers were accessed from 20 out of 33 districts of Istanbul. A simple 
random sampling method was employed for accessing teachers. Of the participants, 293 
were male (49.4%) and 299 were female (50.6%). Four hundred and twenty eight of the 
participants were primary and secondary school teachers (72.3%) and 164 were high 
school teachers (27.7%). 

Assessment Instruments 

Two assessment instruments were employed in the present study: (1) personal 
information form; and (2) a survey for determining the usage frequency of DI practices. 
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Personal Information Form: This form was developed by the researcher in order to 
obtain the personal information of the participants. 

The Survey for Determining the Usage Frequency of Differentiated Instruction 
Practices: The original form of the survey was first developed by Moon, Tomlinson 
and Callahan (1995) for data collection in a study. This original form contained 21 
questions with choices ranging from 5 to 30 according to their types. In this study, the 
original survey was initially translated into Turkish by the researcher. Then, questions 
which were not in compliance with the Turkish Educational System were removed and 
the necessary additions were made. There are five questions in the survey employed in 
the present study. There are choices after each question ranging from 7 to 26 according 
to the structure of the question. Questions were aimed at determining teachers’ criteria 
in selecting teaching materials, contents, methods and assessment instruments, which 
methods-techniques and assessment instruments they preferred and what kind of group 
works they conducted. 

Data Collection and Analysis 

Online and printed paper survey methods were employed collectively for data 
collection. Initially, the intention was to collect data via an online survey. However, 
there were only 128 feedbacks though 10,000 teachers were accessed. It was understood 
that data collection was not possible by this means; therefore the researcher resorted to 
the printed version of survey. Four hundred and sixty four teachers were accessed via 
this method. Data were collected in November and December, 2011. Data were 
analyzed using the SPSS 11.5 program on the basis of frequency, percentages and 
average-standard deviations. 

FINDINGS 

The findings of the research were grouped under the headings of instructional methods 
and techniques, instructional materials, content and assessment instruments. 

Instructional Methods and Techniques Preferred by Teachers 

Here is the distribution of answers given in response to the question, “How often are 
each of the following instructional strategies used in your classroom?” 

First, teachers were asked how often they used 30 strategies, methods, techniques and 
activities to differentiate learning. When the answers in Table 1 are examined, it is seen 
that teachers often employ specific practices that address individual differences rather 
than a particular technique. The first three activities are “adapting the depth of content 
according to student needs”, “allowing students to progress at their own speeds” and 
“pre-assessment of the student's current knowledge, understanding, and skills” 
respectively. The last ones are instructional strategies/methods such as tiered 
instruction, stations and agendas. This order changes partially on the basis of 
departments (especially with primary school teachers). With primary school teachers, 
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pre-assessment, which is the third one in other groups, is the sixth one while 
cooperation based learning goes up to second place. Other observed differences are 
about MI practices and simultaneous use of materials from different levels since they 
are in the upper ranks. The three groups are similar to one another in other choices. 


Table 1: Frequency of using instructional strategies/practices preferred by teachers to 
address student differences 


First five practices 

X 

df 


Rank 


Last five practices 

X 

df 

Rank 





S 

Bl 

B2 



S 

Bl 

B2 

1- Adapting the depth of 
content according to student 
needs 

4.9 

1.1 

3 

1 

1 

26- Computer programs 
for improving problem 
solving 

3.2 

1.7 

22 

28 

26 

2- Allowing students to 
progress at their own speeds 

4.9 

1.1 

1 

2 

2 

27- Learning contracts 

3.2 

1.6 

27 

25 

24 

3- Pre-assessment of the 
student's current knowledge 
and skills 

4.7 

1.0 

6 

3 

3 

28- Stations 

3.2 

1.6 

28 

22 

27 

4- Cooperative learning 

4.7 

12 . 

2 

8 

8 

29- Agendas 

3.0 

1.8 

30 

26 

28 

5- Varied instructional 
materials by readiness, 
interest, and/or learning 
profile 

4.7 

1.3 

7 

4 

5 

30- Internet based 
group works 

2.9 

1.6 

29 

29 

20 


Note for all tables: The response format was as follows: S: Primary school teacher, Bl: Secondary school 
teacher B2: High school teacher 

Factors Influencing the Teachers ’ Selection of Instructional Materials 


Here is the frequency distribution of answers given in response to the question, “Which 
factors influence the selection of instructional materials; and how important are these 
factors in your decision making?” 


Table 2; The importance ranks of factors influencing the selection of instructional 
materials 






Rank 






Rank 



X 

Sd 

S 

Bl 

B2 


X 

Sd 

s 

Bl 

B2 

1-Pleasure-giving learning 

3.6 

.6 

2 

1 

1 

7-School facilities 

3.2 

.7 

1 

8 

6 

2-Comprehensibility of 
the material by students 

3.6 

.5 

1 

2 

2 

8-Objectives and 
suggestions of the 
curriculum 

3.2 

.6 

8 

6 

8 

3-Detailed learning of 






9-Socio-cultural and 






given information by 

3.4 

.6 

3 

4 

5 

financial structures of 

2.9 

.7 

9 

9 

9 

students 






families 






4-Addressing different 
student characteristics 

3.4 

.6 

4 

3 

4 

10- General outcomes of 
national exams 

2.8 

.7 

11 

11 

10 

5-Developing different 

3.4 

.6 

5 

7 

3 

11- Suggestions of the 

2.8 

.8 

10 

10 

11 

perspectives on events and 






teachers’ book 






issues 












6-Addressing both male 

3.3 

.8 

6 

5 

7 

12- Advice education 

2.6 

.7 

12 

12 

12 

and female students 






directorates and school 
administration 







According to Table 2, the factors that teachers pay most attention to while selecting 
materials are “pleasure-giving learning”, “comprehensibility of the materials by 
students” and “detailed learning of given information by students”. The ones that get the 


International Journal of Instruction, July 2014 • Vol.7, No.2 















196 


An Examination of the Practices of Teachers... 


least attention are the general outcomes of national exams, teachers’ books, and 
administrative advice. It is seen that teachers take into account individual differences 
while selecting materials. Three of the items in the table support DI. The percentage of 
teachers advocating that the first item “addressing different student characteristics” is 
important and vital at 94.4%. However, this is the fourth one among other factors. 

Addressing both male and female students (sixth one) which is 86.4% and taking into 
consideration socio-cultural and financial structures of students (ninth one) which is 
78.4% are other factors considered important and vital. Though there are small changes 
in ranking in terms of departments, it is generally similar. 

Factors Influencing the Content Preferences of Teachers 

Here is the distribution of answers given in response to the question, “How important is 
each of these factors in determining the content you teach?”. 

This item questioned which factors were taken into consideration by teachers in 
organizing the content. Thirteen factors, three of which were about DI, were given to 
teachers in the question. It is seen from the answers that teachers organize content 
mostly according to their knowledge levels and interests. Items about DI are the third, 
fourth and ninth ones. Of the teachers, 94.8% believe that general student characteristics 
are influential and very influential in deciding the intensity of the content. The factors 
getting the least attention in determining content are the weekly course program, the 
scope of national exams, course books and the school report marks of the previous year. 
It is seen that there are some differences between groups in terms of departments. The 
school report marks of the previous year are more important for primary school teachers 
while concepts and principles of the instructed fields are less important. 


Table 3: The extent of influence of the factors on determining how often and which 
dimensions of the course content will be taught 






Rank 






Rank 



X 

Sd 

S 

B1 

B2 


X 

Sd 

S 

B1 

B2 

1-Knowledge level of the 
teacher 

3.5 

.7 

2 

2 

1 

8- Proficiency tests 

(Reading, writing etc.) 

3.1 

.7 

9 

8 

8 

2-Teacher interest 

3.5 

.7 

1 

1 

3 

9-Test results assessing pre¬ 
knowledge of students 

2.9 

.8 

10 

9 

10 

3- General characteristics of 
students 

3.4 

.6 

3 

3 

2 

10-Weekly course program 

2.9 

.7 

11 

10 

9 

4- Interest areas of students 

3.4 

.7 

4 

5 

5 

11-Scope of national exams 

2.9 

.8 

13 

11 

11 

5-Main concepts and 

principles of the given area 

3.3 

.7 

7 

4 

4 

12-Course books 

2.9 

.8 

12 

12 

12 

6- Experience-based teacher 
decision 

3.3 

.6 

6 

6 

6 

13-School report marks of 
the previous year 

2.3 

.8 

5 

13 

13 

7- General skill levels of 
students 

3.2 

.6 

8 

7 

7 
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Assessment Instruments Preferred by Teachers 

Here is the distribution of answers given in response to the question, “How often do you 
use the following strategies to assess student achievement?” 


Table 4: Usage frequency of the assessment instruments preferred by teachers 






Rank 







Rank 



X 

Sd 

s 

B1 

B2 



X 

Sd 

S 

B1 

B2 

1 -Essay 

3.2 

.7 

5 

2 

1 

8- 

Project 

2.9 

.7 

8 

5 

9 

2 -Objective tests 

3.2 

.8 

1 

1 

2 

9- 

Check list 

2.9 

.8 

9 

8 

8 

3 -Homework 

3.1 

.8 

4 

4 

5 

10- 

Portfolio 

2.7 

.8 

10 

11 

13 

4 -End of unit tests 

3.1 

.8 

2 

6 

4 

11- 

Rating scale 

2.7 

.8 

12 

10 

12 

5 -Performance works / 
tasks 

3.0 

.7 

6 

3 

6 

12- 

Self and peer 
evaluation 

2.7 

.8 

11 

13 

10 

6 -Oral exam 

3.0 

.8 

7 

7 

3 

13- 

Observation form 

2.6 

.8 

13 

12 

11 

7 -Proficiency test 

2.9 

.9 

3 

9 

7 

14- 

Rubric 

2.4 

.8 

14 

14 

14 


According to Table 4, the assessment instruments mostly preferred by teachers are 
written exams, objective tests, homework, end of subject and end of unit tests, and 
performance projects. There are also some teachers who never use these tests. Student- 
centered assessment instruments are less preferred when compared to subject-based 
assessment instruments. However, it is still possible to say that their usage frequencies 
are quite high. The evaluation based on departments demonstrates that objective tests 
are used most frequently. Written exams are mostly preferred by secondary and high 
school teachers and end of subject and unit tests are mostly preferred by primary school 
teachers while performance projects are mostly preferred by secondary school teachers 
and proficiency tests are mostly preferred by primary school teachers. 

Factors Taken Into Consideration by Teachers When Grading 

Here is the distribution of the answers given in response to the question, “What degree 
of importance do you attach to the following factors when grading?” 


Table 5: Distribution of factors influencing teachers when grading 






Rank 






Rank 



X 

Sd 

s 

B1 

B2 


X 

Sd 

s 

B1 

B2 

1-Student effort 

3.7 

.5 

1 

1 

1 

6- Academic improvement 
since the exam held at the 
beginning of the semester 

3.2 

.7 

6 

7 

7 

2- In-class participation 

3.6 

.5 

2 

3 

2 

7- Respect for teacher 

3.2 

.8 

8 

6 

6 

3-Carrying out tasks 

3.6 

.5 

4 

2 

4 

9- Grades achieved in exams 

3.1 

.7 

7 

8 

8 

4- Observed improvement in 
student throughout the 

semester/year 

3.6 

.5 

3 

4 

3 

8- The status of the student 
compared to the rest of the 
class 

2.8 

.9 

9 

9 

9 

5-Adapting to the course 

3.5 

.6 

5 

5 

5 








The participants were provided with nine factors that had a potential to influence them 
when grading students, and asked to grade them according to the importance they 
attached to those factors. According to Table 5, the factor which is taken into 
consideration by teachers the most when grading is student effort. This factor is 
respectively followed by in-class participation, improvement observed throughout the 
semester, carrying out tasks, adapting to the course, academic improvement observed 
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since the beginning of the semester, respect for the teacher, exam grades, and status 
compared to the rest of the class. In terms of departments, the distribution of factors is 
similar to one another. 

DISCUSSION 

The present study aimed at determining teachers’ usage frequencies of methods, 
techniques, contents and assessment instruments of DI and the factors influencing their 
preferences in this regard. Below is the discussion regarding the findings obtained in 
accordance with this aim. 

Instructional Methods and Techniques Preferred by Teachers 

Many strategies, methods and techniques are used within the scope of DI. In addition, 
all activities taking into consideration individual differences are considered within the 
scope of DI (Tomlinson & Strickland, 2005). Students benefit from the instruction 
taking into account individual differences especially in terms of academic achievement 
and learning motivation. One of the most important reasons for school failure is the fact 
that the curriculum does not address the students. Thus, DI practices to be prepared 
based on students will ensure the learning of all students (Tomlinson et al., 2003). The 
present study asked teachers how often they used 30 strategies, methods, techniques and 
activities that are normally mostly used and preferred within the scope of DI. Some of 
these should be constantly used while the others should be used at intervals in a class 
where the lecture is given according to DI. For example, instruction should always 
address different kinds of learning styles, but a stations strategy should be used less. As 
was expected, examinees expressed that they turned to activities that should be used 
constantly more often. The first three activities among those are “adapting the depth of 
content according to student needs”, “allowing students to progress at their own speeds” 
and “pre-assessment of students’ current knowledge, understanding, and skills”. 
However, only 30% of teachers used these activities everyday, though they had to carry 
them out always. This finding may indicate that teachers do not engage in student- 
centered activities adequately. The question, “Which methods do teachers always 
use?”may be asked here. Previous studies conducted with different educational levels 
found that teachers frequently resorted to lecturing and question-answer approaches 
(Ta^kaya & Bal, 2009). At this point, it can be deduced that teachers could not adapt to 
the 2005 curriculum thoroughly. This is because the 2005 curriculum basically suggests 
activities that make students, rather than teachers, active (MEB, 2005). In fact, this is a 
normal situation according to Brighton and et al., (2005). This is because teachers 
cannot adapt easily to the process during transition to differentiated or student-centered 
instruction. In these kinds of changes, teachers should firstly challenge their previous 
opinions and actions. To achieve a change, there is a need for an environment that trusts 
in change, intrinsic motivation, and guidance. A lack of these features may result in 
problems for teachers during the transition to a new situation. When the 2005 
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curriculum began to be implemented, teachers received short-time in-service training at 
best. 

The strategies and methods preferred by teachers, such as tiered instruction, agendas, 
and stations are at the end of the list, as is to be expected. This is because strategies and 
methods are not suitable for each subject, and therefore they are not appropriate for 
constant usage. However, the fact that teachers use these kinds of methods less may 
stem from a lack of knowledge regarding these methods and difficulty in implementing 
them. Previous studies revealed that teachers mostly preferred the methods which they 
had a better command of and which were easy to implement (Akfadag, 2010; Akdeniz, 
Yigit & Kurt, 2002). Among the methods, only cooperative learning is frequently used. 
This may stem from the fact that cooperative group works are used along with activities 
such as projects which require group work. Department-based ranking of the practices 
changes especially with primary school teachers. Pre-assessment ranks sixth with 
primary school teachers, while cooperative learning is placed second. Other observed 
differences are the upper ranking of MI practices and the simultaneous use of different 
level materials among primary school teachers. The underlying reason for the difference 
may be the MI based curriculum of 2005 for primary schools. Since there is no central 
exam at the end of the fourth/fifth year, there is no pressure on primary school teachers 
to give exam-oriented instruction. This may lead them to use student centered activities 
more. Besides, it is expected that student-centered activities would be more common at 
lower grades. Secondary and high school teachers have many classes, and classroom 
populations are high. This situation may result in less student-centered activities. 
Indeed, the 2005 curriculum provides an opportunity and makes suggestions to use all 
of the practices included in the scope of DI. 

Factors Influencing the Instructional Material Preferences of Teachers 

In DI practices, instructional materials should be selected and developed taking into 
consideration individual differences (Heacox, 2002; Tomlinson & Strickland, 2005). 
Generally there are many factors influencing teacher decisions of materials as is the 
same with method preference. The present study presented teachers with 12 factors with 
the possibility of influencing their preferences. Among these, only three were in 
compliance with DI. Though there were some certain similarities between them, 
teachers stated that all the factors influenced their preference of material to a certain 
extent. The factor given the most importance by teachers is pleasure-giving materials. 
Nowadays, it’s becoming harder and harder for teachers to convince students to stay in 
the classroom and listen to lectures while there are so many entertaining and interesting 
things outside of the classroom such as the computer, the internet environment, 
electronic toys and television. This result may stem from the fact that teachers who are 
aware of this fact make an effort to make their courses more fun. The understandability 
of the material and the guarantee of learning come in the second and third places 
respectively. The curriculum objectives of teachers are at the eighth place, and teachers’ 
books are eleventh, which is thought-provoking. It is understood from the results 
obtained that more than half of the teachers take into account these two variables, but 
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again many teachers do not. Yet, the basic factor influencing in-class selections should 
be course objectives. The teacher’s book is a guide containing examples, but there is no 
necessity that binds teachers to it. It is understood from the obtained results that 
teachers take into account the teacher’s book though it is partially. It is also deduced 
that student differences are taken into account though they are placed fourth and sixth. 

Factors Influencing Teacher Preferences in Content 

Content in DI is differentiated according to the interests, pre-knowledge, and the 
cognitive abilities of students. In this sense, reading materials of different levels or 
sources, varying according to interests, may also be used. In order for the teacher to do 
this, he should know his students in terms of their interest, MI, learning styles etc. 
(Tomlinson & Strickland, 2005). Despite this fact, the most prominent determiner for 
teachers in the classes is his/her ideas (Beswick, 2006; Moon et al., 1995). This study 
asked teachers which criteria played a role in selecting their course contents and the 
teachers stated that all the factors presented to them influenced their selections to a great 
extent. However, if a sequence is to be made, it is seen that they organize the intensity 
of content according to their interests and knowledge. From this point of view, it is 
possible to say that a teacher emphasizes a subject more if he/she is interested and 
successful at it. But when the situation is reversed, he/she emphasizes it less. The 
factors least influential in teacher preferences of content are the weekly course program, 
the scope of national exams, course books and grades from the previous year’s school 
reports. The three factors, among the others supporting DI, are in the upper ranks. From 
this point of view, it is possible to say that teachers mainly organize the depth of content 
according to the individual differences of students. Considering the situation based on 
departments, the grades from the previous year’s school reports are more important for 
primary school teachers while concepts and principles of the field are less important. 
This result is in fact expected for primary school teachers. Primary school teachers have 
the opportunity to know their students better and this leads to easier monitoring of the 
previous performances of students. In that case, teachers can organize the content of 
thenew semester according to student levels. As for another case, concepts and 
principles are of less interest for primary school teachers mainly because they are 
abstract. 

Assessment Instruments Preferred by Teachers 

In DI, assessment is regarded as a part of the learning process just like it is in the other 
student centered practices. What students know at the end of the process is not 
considered as the base of assessment; it is the effort and the outcomes they produced 
that assess their learning (Tomlinson, 2001). Within this framework, DI utilizes modern 
assessment instruments taking into account individual differences such as project, 
performance work, portfolio and rubric. These instruments are called either “authentic” 
or “student centered”. Traditional assessment methods such as the written exam and 
multiple choice questions treat all students as if they are equal and assessment is made 
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by means of a single instrument. However, the student is assessed according to his own 
potential with modern assessment approaches. Teachers participating in this study 
generally preferred traditional assessment instruments. The 2005 curriculum suggests 
that teachers should use both kinds of assessment instrumentsequally, though many 
studies revealed that teachers rather prefer traditional tests (Gtine§ et al., 2010). That 
teachers prefer modern assessment instruments less stem from reasons such as a lack of 
knowledge (Giine§ et ah, 2010), modern assessment instruments are time-consuming 
(Gelbal & Kelecioglu, 2007; Giine^and et ah, 2010), classes are crowded (Gelbal & 
Kelecioglu, 2007; Giine§ et ah, 2010), modern assessment is more expensive and it is 
difficult (Gelbal & Kelecioglu, 2007). Though modern tests are more frequently used 
than traditional ones, modern assessment instruments are frequently and constantly used 
by only half of the teachers. Considering the situation based on department, written 
exams are mainly preferred by secondary and high school teachers, end of subject and 
unit tests are preferred by primary school teachers, performance works are preferred by 
secondary school teachers, oral exams are preferred by high school teachers and 
proficiency tests are preferred by primary school teachers. As is well known, there is no 
necessity for making assessments in the first three years of primary school. Therefore, 
primary school teachers may use test types which are frequently used and detect 
deficiencies and errors in learning. Again, the primary school is the place where 
students acquire basic skills such as reading and writing, thus, it is natural to use tests 
assessing these skills. One of the innovations brought by the 2005 curriculum is 
performance projects. Primary and secondary school teachers have to assign 
performance projects to their students. Since secondary school teachers have many 
classes, this may lead them to prefer performance projects which are assigned less 
frequently. 

Factors Influencing Teachers in Grading Students 

The traditional assessment approach compares the achievement of a student with the 
rest of the class in order to estimate success. In this type of assessment, the student 
competes not with himself, but with the others in the class. The modem assessment 
method evaluates students according to the improvement they have presented 
individually. Student performance and the improvements from the beginning of 
semester until the end are regarded as his/her achievements (Fer & Cirik, 2007; Moon, 
2005). In the present study, teachers stated that they took into account student 
improvement throughout a period while grading them. However, the factors that 
teachers take into account the most while grading is student effort. This is respectively 
followed by in-class participation, improvement observed during the course of the 
semester, carrying out tasks, adapting to the course, academic achievement observed 
since the beginning of the semester, respect for the teacher, exam results and the 
student’s situation compared to that of the rest of the class. Accordingly, it is 
understood that teachers attach importance to extra-exam factors more while grading 
students. All three department results are similar to each other in terms of factor 
distribution. In a study conducted by Dunning (2008), (USA-Rhode Island) teachers 
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take student effort into consideration in the first place. The sequence of the other factors 
is similar. 

When the present findings are generally evaluated, it is understood that DI practices and 
principles, in other words instructional activities based on the individual differences of 
students, are not greatly preferred by teachers working in Istanbul. All of the activities 
within the scope of DI are also used in integrating constructivism into classrooms. It is 
even possible to say that DI is an approach that enables the use of constructivism in the 
classroom environment. From this point of view, it can also be deduced that the desired 
activities required for the curriculum legislated in 2005, firstly for primary schools, and 
which has constructivism in its base, are not used adequately. Again, it is also a fact that 
there is a tendency towards student centered activities. 

As explained above, teachers do not make use of differentiated/student centered 
instructional practices as much as is required by current curriculums. Teachers 
shouldn’t be expected to adapt to the process and practices quickly and change 
themselves immediately after these kinds of radical changes. Changes in university 
curriculums for teacher education should be made initially, and support programs 
should be provided for those who are already in service. Training to be made within this 
scope should be applied, and teachers should have an expert they can consult when 
these changes are brought into the classroom. Besides which, parents and managers 
should also believe in the value and necessity of the practices to be conducted. 
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Turkish Abstract 

Ogretmenlerin Bireysel Farklihklara Gore Ogretimi Diizenlemeye Yonelik 
Uygulamalanmn Incelenmesi 

Bu 9ali§mada, Istanbul ilinde gorev yapan ogretmenlerin farklila§tirilmi:> ogretim kapsaminda 
tercih edilen yontem teknik, materyal, i?erik ve ol9me ara9larim kullanma sikliklari ile bu 
kapsamdaki se9imlerini etkileyen degi§kenleri belirleme amaciyla yapildi. Ara§tirma sonu9larina 
gore ogretmenler, farklila^tirilmi? ogretim kapsaminda yer alan ogretim yontemlerini, o^rne 
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ara9larmi kullanmakta ve plan yaparken, i9erik diizenlerken, materyal se9erken ve ol9me 
yaparken farklila§tirilmi!j ogretim ilkelerinden faydalanmaktadir. Ogretmenler siniflarinda bir 
teknikten/yontemden daha 90k bireysel farklara hitap eden belirli uygulamalari daha siklikla 
kullanmaktadir. Ogretmenler not verirken sinav sonu9larindan daha 90k ogrencinin gayretine, 
simf i9i katilrmmi dikkate almaktadir. 

Anahtar Kelimeler: Yapilandinnacilik, farkhla§tinlmi§ ogretim, ogretmen tercihleri, ogretmen 
egitimi 


French Abstract 

Un examen des Pratiques des Enseignants Concernant l'Arrangement de l'Education en 
Fonction des Differences Individuelles 

L'etude presente essaye de decouvrir combien de fois les professeurs a Istanbul emploient les 
methodes, des techniques, des materiels, le contenu et les instruments d'evaluation qui sont 
preferes dans les limites de l'instruction differenciee, aussi bien que les variables qui influencent 
leurs choix. Les resultats de la recherche indiquent que les professeurs plus utilisent frequemment 
l'adressage de pratiques specifique aux differences individuelles plutot qu'une certaine 
methode/technique. En arrangeant le contenu, les professeurs considerent principalement leur 
propre connaissance et interet. Ils preferent surtout des instruments d'evaluation de classiques 
plutot que des centres sur etudiant et tandis que la classification, considerent les efforts et la 
participation dans-classe d'etudiants plutot que des resultats d'examen. 

Mots-cles: Constructivisme, instruction differenciee, preferences de professeurs, entraineur de 
professeur 


Arabic Abstract 
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